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Sir: - 



In response to the Office Action dated October 20, 2004, the following 
remarks are respectfully submitted in connection with the above-identified 
application. 

The requirement for restriction to one of the inventions identified as invention 
I - claims 1-6, drawn to a magnetic head slider, classified in class 360, subclass 
235.8 and invention II - claims 7 and 8, drawn to a magnetic disc unit, classified in 
class 360, subclass 97.01, is traversed as being improper, and reconsideration ad 
withdrawal of the restriction requirement are respectfully requested. 

The Examiner indicates that inventions II and I and are related as combination 
and subcombination with the Examiner referring to the requirements of MPEP 
§806.05(c) for showing distinctness if at least it can be shown that (1) the 
combination as claimed does not require the particulars of the subcombination as 
claimed for patentability. Applicants note that the features of at least claims 1 and 2 
of invention I, related to the subcombination , are substantially found in independent 



i 



claim 7 of invention II , such that the Examiner's position that the combination as 
claimed does not require the particulars of the subcombination as claimed is clearly 
erroneous . While the Examiner refers to features of dependent claim 3 of invention I 
as not being found in the claims of invention II, applicants submit that the Examiner 
cannot ignore the features of independent claim 1 and dependent claim 2 of 
invention I related to the subcombination which are found in independent claim 7 of 
invention II related to the combination. Thus, applicants submit that the combination 
of claim 7 of invention II , as claimed, relies on the features of the subcombination, as 
claimed, as represented by claims 1 and 2 of invention I for patentability , and the 
Examiner has failed to properly show distinctness in accordance with the 
requirements of MPEP §806. 05(c). Likewise, applicants submit that the additional 
requirement concerning showing of utility also has not been properly shown. For the 
foregoing reasons, applicants submit that the restriction requirement is improper and 
should be withdrawn. 

In order to provide a complete response to the restriction requirement, 
applicants provisionally elect, with traverse, invention I including claims 1-6. 

For the foregoing reasons, applicants request withdrawal of the restriction 
requirement and favorable action with respect to all claims present in this application. 

To the extent necessary, applicant's petition for an extension of time under 37 
CFR 1 .1 36. Please charge any shortage in the fees due in connection with the filing 
of this paper, including extension of time fees, to Deposit Account No. 01-2135 
(500.42889X00) and please credit any excess fees to such deposit account. 
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